Introduction
This paper presents an analysis of the system of complement markers in Ossetic (Iranian; Indo-European), a language of the Northern Caucasus. The semantics of non-finite forms and subordinating conjunctions in Ossetic have previously been described in reference grammars and works dedicated to subordination (cf. Abaev 1950; Kulaev 1959; Gagkaev 1956; Bagaev 1982) . However, most of the constructions involved have only been dealt with in isolation up to this point. In particular, the factors that influence the presence or absence of the correlative pronoun/adverb and the competition between the various complement subordinators remain underdescribed.
I consider the different types of complementation in Ossetic in the light of semantic parameters which have been elaborated in research on complementation over the last few decades, such as the oppositions of fact vs. event vs. proposition and presupposition vs. assertion. On the basis of these parameters, I try to explain the distribution of the complementation strategies found.
The data presented here were collected by elicitation, from the Ossetic National Corpus (http://www.ossetic-studies.org/iron-corpus/search/?interface_language=en), and from texts recorded during fieldwork. The elicited data were collected in the years 2010-2012 from speakers of Iron Ossetic from Vladikavkaz, Alagir, and Ardon, in the course of work on the "Corpus Linguistics" project of the Presidium of the Russian Academy of Sciences and on RFH projects № 13-04-00342 and 14-04-00580. I would like to thank Madina Darchieva and Fatima Aguzarova, whose help was invaluable for double-checking the collected material. Examples elicited during fieldwork are given without reference, while examples taken from recorded oral texts are labelled TEXT and examples from the Ossetic National Corpus are labelled ONC.
The paper is structured as follows. The first section is dedicated to the semantic parameters relevant for the choice of complement construction. In the second section, I consider the Ossetic data.
Semantics of complement constructions in the languages of the world

Definition of complement constructions
A complement construction can be defined by either semantic or syntactic criteria. An example of a semantic definition can be found in (Noonan 1985: 52) , where complementation is viewed as a syntactic construction in which "a notional sentence or predication is an argument of a predicate". That means that the semantics is used as the main criterion for the identification of complement clauses. In a different vein, Dixon and Aikhenvald (2006: 1) describe complementation in the following way: "certain verbs can take a clause, instead of an NP (noun phrase), as a core argument". This definition is based on the assumption that the notions of "noun phrase" and "clause" are well-defined and distinguishable in a given language. Both definitions agree in the majority of cases, but give different results for disputable constructions. Consider the following examples: (1) He was angry about getting old and getting sick. In (1)-(4) the bold font marks different syntactic constructions used to encode the stimulus of "angry". The semantic definition of complementation covers (1) and (2), which is expected, but also (3) and (4), since both of them refer to situations, and not to entities. In (3) a non-derived noun is used to refer to a situation, while in (4) the NP Jilly refers to some situation by association: obviously, it is not the existence of the particular person that has caused the speaker's anger, but some action that she has performed. Classifying (3) and (4) as complementation runs counter to most current work on this issue, both typological and theoretical, and is thus unwelcome.
The syntactic definition gives the predicted results for (1)-(4), rejecting the latter two. However, it excludes many constructions that are in complementary distribution with indisputable "complement constructions", e.g.: (5) I like it when everyone is smiling. (COCA) (6) I love the way she dances.
The dependent clause in (5) is introduced by the temporal subordinator when, whereas the direct object position of the complement-taking verb is filled by the "dummy object" it. Clearly the dependent clause is an argument of the complement-taking verb in semantic terms, but it is less clear whether the sentence has a similar structure at the level of syntax, or whether the dummy pronoun should instead be analyzed as the direct object. (Note that in Ossetic the literal translation of (5) is a complement construction, cf. 2.3.2.)
From the syntactic point of view, the relevant construction in (6) consists of a relative clause adjoined to the NP the way. Such contexts are not considered under the heading of "complementation" in most works on clausal complements (cf. Noonan 1985; Dixon, Aikhenvald 2006: 19) . However, semantically this is indeed a complement construction, since the situation she dances fills the valency slot of stimulus associated with the verb love. Thus (6) can be paraphrased by sentences like I love her dancing or I love how she dances, both unquestionable examples of a complement construction. In a large number of languages (e.g. many Altaic and Uralic languages) the only way to express manner in complement clauses is by means of nominalizations, including specific verbal nouns denoting manner. These are analyzed as complement clauses in grammars and special papers on the languages in question, while their English translation (6) is considered to be a relative clause. However, if we are aiming to present a detailed account of the semantic distribution of clausal constructions expressing stimulus with the verbs like and love in English, cases like (5) should not be excluded from our analysis.
According to the syntactic definition, complement constructions headed by nouns should not be described as complement clauses. The problem is that this excludes not only English constructions of types (5) and (6), but also the Japanese construction with koto "thing, fact" together with similar constructions elsewhere. This is hardly satisfactory, as the koto-clause is the main complementation strategy used with some complement-taking predicates, and it is usually included in works on complementation in Japanese (cf. Josephs 1976; Suzuki 2000) . Hence, the purely syntactic definition of sentential complementation seems to be too exclusive.
For a number of languages we possess syntactic tests to distinguish between complement and adverbial or relative clauses: e.g. Ross's (1967) island constraints filter out (6) (but not (5)). However, these constraints do not work in the same way in all languages. For example, in Ossetic they distinguish instead between factive and non-factive complement clauses. However, Ossetic has another, highly language-specific diagnostic: the type and the possibility of omission of the correlative pronoun in a subordinate structure indicates whether it is a complement or an adverbial clause (cf. section 2.3.2 and [Belyaev, Serdobolskaya forthc.] 
for details).
My approach is to combine the two definitions, while making use of language-specific tests. Therefore, I treat as complementation those constructions where one of the semantic arguments of the verb denotes a situation and has clausal structure; if language-specific tests exist, they are used as a filter. I do not consider constructions with phasal and modal verbs in detail here, since they show monoclausal properties in Ossetic, as is common typologically (cf. Aissen 1974; Noonan 1985) . I use the term "complementizer" for lexical/morphosyntactic devices whose main function is that of complementation, and "complementation strategy" for the whole construction of the complement clause (e.g. parataxis, combinations of pronouns, complementizers and special mood on the subordinate verb).
In what follows I will use the following terms: "complement-taking predicate", or CTP -the predicate that can take clausal (and potentially also nominal) arguments; "matrix clause" -the clause with the complement-taking predicate (CTP); "complement clause" -the clausal argument (marked with square brackets); "dependent/embedded clause" -any type of subordinate clause.
The list of matrix verbs analyzed here for Ossetic is given in the Appendix.
Classes of CTPs and semantics of clausal complements
Many general works on complementation or treatments of this issue in reference grammars present a variety of complementation systems distributed over the CTPs found. The predicates that can take sentential complements are enumerated, and examples illustrating the complementation devices that can be used with each predicate are provided. The description is thus structured as follows: verbs with the meaning "begin", "end", "be able to" take infinitival complements, "see" and "hear" take one type of complementizer and the verbs "think" and "say" take another type of complementizer, and so on. Groups of predicates (e.g. mental, perception verbs, etc.) are proposed on the basis of the devices used for marking their complements. For example, T. Givón (1980) proposes a hierarchy of CTPs, arguing that the type of the CTP determines the verb's choice of complementation device (cf. also the classification of CTPs in typological works [Nedjalkov 1979; Xrakovskij 1985] ).
Such classifications, however, find it difficult to account for cases where one and the same CTP can take more than one complementation strategy with different semantics, e.g.: (7) As can be seen from (7), the verb 'like' in English can take at least four different complementation strategies. The complementation strategy chosen depends on the semantics of the complement clause. Determining this verb's position in a hierarchy or classification is therefore problematic. It can be assumed that with each complementizer in (7) the verb 'like' is being used with a different meaning (or nuance of meaning). In this case, our classification would be forced to posit four different verbs: "like 1", "like 2", "like 3", "like 4". Such a treatment may be more or less suitable for differentiating (7a)-(7c) vs. (7d), since in (7d) like shows a semantic shift away from pure emotion towards decision ((7d) can be paraphrased as I choose to wake up early, I don't enjoy it) and in (7a)-(7c) it is close to enjoy (cf. the opposition of "direct interaction" vs. "primary consciousness" or "indirect interaction" in [Verspoor 2000] ). However, the difference between (7a) and (7b) and even (7a)-(7b) and (7c) seems too subtle to be easily explained.
Predicates with similar semantics can display different polysemy patterns crosslinguistically, with the result that they also take different complementation strategies. For example, in many Nakh-Dagestanian languages the verb "want" also means "love"; in many Finno-Ugric languages and in Ossetic the verb "know" also means "be able to"; in Ossetic there is a verb meaning both "think" and "remember". Such polysemy makes it possible to use these verbs with a large number of complementation strategies. On the other hand, it has been shown that even with one and the same meaning of the CTP the complement clause can be introduced by many complementation strategies.
The accumulation of data from various language families led to the development of an alternative approach. This approach is based on the assumption that the dependent clause can be described as having its own semantics, separately from the CTP. The choice of complementation strategy encodes the semantics of the complement clause (Ransom 1986; Podlesskaya 1990; Dixon, Aikhenvald 2006; Serdobolskaya 2009; Serdobolskaya, Motlokhov 2009) . The semantics of the dependent clause can be encoded by the complementizer, the mood of the dependent verb, particles, special correlative pronouns etc. The terms "fact", "event", "proposition", "presupposition", "assertion", "truth value", "modality" and "epistemic value" have been drawn on to explain the distribution of the alternative complementizers used with one and the same CTP. For example, (7a) is described as an "event", "occurrence", or "instantiation of the situation"; (7b) as a manner complement clause; (7c) as a factive complement clause; (7d) as "action" or "potential action", etc.
In the next section, I shall briefly discuss the notions that will be used in this paper, their definitions, and the diagnostic tests used for distinguishing between them.
Definitions of semantic types of complement clauses
Beginning in the 1960s, a number of notions have been elaborated to describe CTPs and the semantics of complement clauses. One is the notion of "implicative verbs" (Karttunen 1971: 349) Another useful notion is that of "factivity". Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1971: 348) define the "fact" as the "proposition the speaker presupposes to be true". A classic test for the presupposed status of the complement clause is the scope of negation: (8) (Kiparsky and Kiparsky 1971: 349-351) In both cases, no matter whether the CTP is affirmative or negative, the truth value of the dependent clause is T (true), since it is presupposed to be true. With non-factive complements there is no such presupposition. For example, in the three sentences in (9) the hearer is not supposed to assume that the complement clause is true, even if s/he acquires some information about Joan's and the speaker's opinions on the situation. Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1971) show that the distinction between facts and non-facts is relevant for the encoding of English complement clauses. Facts can be introduced by the gerund with the genitive, while non-factive complements cannot, cf.: (10) a. I don't mind [your saying so] vs.
b. * I maintain [your saying so] . (Kiparsky and Kiparsky 1971: 347) The expression do not mind introduces facts, and the verb maintain takes non-factive complements; hence, the unacceptability of (10b). This verb can, however, take that-clauses (11) introducing either facts or non-factive complements. (11) I maintain [that he did this for sheer vanity]. [COCA] It is noteworthy that facts can appear with both factive (like know) and non-factive predicates (like say), which means that the semantics of the complement clause can be defined as factive independently of the CTP.
Many works use a notion of "proposition" as opposed to "fact" in complement clauses. A proposition is defined as a mentally processed situation that has a truth value and is not presupposed to be true (cf. [Peterson 1997; Dik 1997] ; cf. propositional contexts with positive factive and factive epistemic verbs in [Asher 1993 ]; cf. the notions of predetermined vs. nonpredetermined truth value in [Ransom 1986 ]), i.e. it is a complement clause that belongs to the assertion being made, as in (11). The main difference between fact and proposition thus lies in the presupposed vs. asserted status of the complement clause. This difference between fact and proposition is often demonstrated by contrasting complement clauses of verbs of knowing vs. verbs of thinking (cf. He knows that the Earth is round vs. #He thinks that the Earth is round -the strangeness of the second sentence is due to the presentation of a wellknown truth as part of the assertion; putting this under the scope of a verb of opinion suggests that it could be subject to doubt on the part of the interlocutors).
This definition entails that presupposed information cannot be negated by the same speaker in the subsequent context, e.g. He thinks/*knows that Joan has left, but that is not true. This is, however, possible with non-factive complements, introduced (for example) by the verb think.
Benveniste claims that, by definition, sentential complements of performative verbs cannot be factive (Benveniste 1966: 272) . This applies to certain semantic types of CTPs, such as commissives (promise etc.), exercitives (appoint, dismiss etc.) and some others: in their performative use, these verbs require that the situation in the sentential complement is not true until the situation in the matrix clause is realized (e.g. I declare you husband and wife in its performative use makes the complement true upon pronunciation of this sentence; until this moment the complement must be false). The standard performative context is first person singular in the present tense (Benveniste 1966) . I suggest using this as a test to distinguish facts from propositions even in less canonical contexts, including the past tense (He declared them husband and wife), on the condition that the complement is made true by the fact that the matrix clause is true (e.g. if the context suggests that the subject of the matrix clause has the authority to make the complement true etc.). I will refer to such contexts as "quasiperformative contexts".
It has been claimed that certain contexts can be "presupposition-opaque" (Krejdlin 1983; Apresyan 1995) . See the following examples from English: (12) a. [COCA] b
If I knew [that by cutting off an arm or cutting out my liver I could be rid of you forever], I would seize the knife and relish the pain and loss, all for the sake of freedom
. But if I knew [that it was going to take off as fast as it did], I -I certainly would have been in some kind of aerobics program six months prior to releasing the thing. [COCA]
In (12a), the truth of the complement clause is not presupposed: it is merely hypothesized by the speaker, and the sentence could continue "but I knew that it would not help, so I didn't cut off an arm etc.". There is no presupposition failure, since the presupposition is only present in the imaginative world created by the protasis of the conditional. However, this context is not always presupposition-opaque, since with a different intonation the same complement can be presented as true, cf. (12b), where part of the complement (namely, it did) explicitly indicates its truth.
Therefore, the following diagnostics can be used to distinguish between facts and propositions:
 facts cannot be negated by the same speaker in the following context,  facts cannot occur in the complements of performative CTPs with commissive or exercitive meaning. I also consider that complements introduced in the protasis of conditional sentences but negated by the subsequent context contrast with genuinely factive complements.
Another important distinction considered in works on the semantics of abstract nouns is the opposition between propositions and events, cf. (Asher 1993; Peterson 1997; Arutjunova 1988; Zaliznjak 1990 ), cf. "truth" vs. "occurrence" in (Ransom 1986) , and facts/possible facts vs. state-of-affairs in (Dik 1997) . Facts/propositions have a truth value and thus denote a situation that has been "mentally processed" by the speaker, while events are situations that have not been mentally processed, e.g., complements of the predicates 'take place', 'happen', immediate perception verbs, etc.: (13) Fighting took place in the neighbourhood.
I watched her sing/singing. I like her singing.
A large number of tests for differentiating between facts (or propositions) and events have been suggested by semanticists, cf. (Asher 1993 , Peterson 1997 , Arutjunova 1988 , Zaliznjak 1990 From here on, when characterizing the semantics of the complement clauses, I use the terms fact vs. event vs. proposition as defined above. I also use the notions "irrealis" and "generic event". I define "a generic event" as an event with generic reference (14b) (Serdobolskaya 2011) : (14) a. I liked your singing (today) vs.
b. I like your singing (at any point in time) I also use the term "irrealis" for propositions with irrealis modality (as in I don't know if John is here) or those that bear the truth value 'false' (I don't believe that John is here). This is in accordance with the definition of potentialis adopted by Palmer (2001:1) from (Mithun 1999:173) : "the realis portrays situations as actualized, as having occurred or actually occurring, knowable through direct perception. The irrealis potrays situations as purely within the realm of thought, knowable only through imagination". The type of irrealis complements embraces the notions of "indeterminate truth" and "undetermined truth" as defined in (Ransom 1986) , cf. the type of "complete uncertainty" in (Bøye 2010a) .
The relevance of these notions for complementation has been demonstrated for a number of unrelated languges, cf. (Noonan 1985; Peterson 1997; Podlesskaya 1990; Dixon, Aikhenvald 2006; Serdobolskaya 2009; Serdobolskaya et al. 2012; Serdobolskaya, Motlokhov 2009) . These notions will be used in order to explain the distribution of complementation strategies. Such an approach can account for the fact that one and the same CTP can take various strategies (as in (7a) 'My heart knew that it was an evil spirit.' (ONC)
The difference in marking between (15a) and (15b) is due to the difference in the semantics of the complement clause: in (15a) it is an event, while in (15b) it is a proposition that (unlike an event) can take negation, cf. the tests above. The fact that the speaker is not mistaken cannot be seen directly by the hearer, since there is no such negative event in the real world. Hence, these constructions are used with different meanings of the CTP see, namely immediate perception in (15a) and "cognitive" perception, i.e. inference on the basis of perception, in (15b). For this peculiarity of verbs of perception see (Noonan 1985: 129; Bøye 2010b) .
The examples in (16) illustrate two different meanings of the Ossetic verb žonən 'know, be able to': in the meaning 'know' it takes a finite complement with the subordinator kɜj, while in the meaning 'be able to, know how to' it takes the infinitive.
In such cases, the semantics of the dependent clauses is directly related to the meaning of the CTP.
It is important to note that constructions with phasal, modal and aspectual predicates will not be considered in detail here, since to a large extent they have monoclausal properties.
Complementation in Ossetic
Ossetic language: typological features
The Ossetic language (with 493,610 speakers according to the Russian census of 2002) belongs to the Indo-Iranian subgroup of the Indo-European language family. The principal dialects are Iron (which forms the basis of Standard Ossetic) and Digor. This study is based on Iron data.
Ossetic shows agglutination in its nominal morphology and fusion in the verbal paradigm. It exhibits case alignment of the accusative type, is predominantly dependentmarking in NPs, and has SOV as its basic word order (cf. Abaev 1950; Bagaev 1965; Axvlediani 1963 ).
There are nine nominal cases in Iron Ossetic: nominative, genitive, dative, allative, ablative, inessive-illative, superessive-superlative, equative, and comitative. It is important to specify that the genitive case has two main functions, marking not only the possessor in an NP but also the Direct Object of a verb. In this latter function the genitive marker can be dropped (exemplifying the phenomenon described in typology as differential object marking). The distribution of the genitive marker is mostly based on animacy (although information structure and referential properties are also relevant): animate DOs appear with the genitive marker, while non-animate DOs remain unmarked.
The morphology of the verb in Ossetic includes three tenses of the indicative (present, past, and future) and four oblique moods (imperative, subjunctive, optative, and counterfactive) (Vydrin 2011) . The main opposition in the aspect system is between imperfective and perfective; the perfective is encoded by prefixes on the verb.
In the domain of subordination, finite clauses with overt subordinators are most often used. One of the important characteristics of subordination in Ossetic is the predominant use of correlates across all subordination types. All three types of subordinate clause -relative, adverbial, and complement clauses -can be formed in the same way, with a subordinator in the dependent clause and a corresponding demonstrative ("correlate") In relative clauses and in most types of adverbial clauses (apart from purposive and substitutive clauses), the correlate is obligatory. In complement clauses, as well as in purposive and substitutive clauses, the construction without the correlate can be chosen instead (cf. Belyaev, Serdobolskaya forthc. for details).
Overview of complementation strategies in Ossetic
Ossetic has a large number of devices used in complementation:  the infinitive in -ən, which is used with phasal, modal, emotive, mental, causation, speech and evaluative predicates: The participles are only used with verbs of immediate perception (in their direct sense only; the "cognitive perception" reading of (22) hell-IN torture do-FUT.3SG say-PTCP 'They threaten people: "Those who are not baptized will suffer tortures in hell" '.
Citation particles are most often used with speech verbs, but they may also occur with non-speech CTPs. Cf. (Vydrin forthc.) for details on žɜʁgɜ.
Citation particles do not take correlative pronouns. Both citation particles can be combined and repeated several times in one and the same clause; they do not necessarily require the presence of a matrix clause. Therefore, they cannot be analyzed as "pure" complementizers.
 parataxis: 'Father asked if lunch was ready.'
In the next section I analyze the semantics of each complementation strategy in Ossetic. First, I consider finite sentential complements, i.e. the paratactic construction and clauses introduced by subordinators or citation particles. Then I describe the morphosyntactic and semantic properties of non-finite strategies such as infinitive, nominalization, and participle. 'I remember how we danced when we were young.'
In (31) the verb qʷədə kɜnən 'remember' takes the eventive complement: the speaker recollects in detail the feelings and emotions felt in the situation, while in (30) what is recollected is purely the fact of the event having occurred. The same distinction is observed in the next pair of sentences: in (32a) the complement clause is mentally processed (cf. the notion of "consciousness" in [Verspoor 2000] ) and evaluated as having a positive effect. In (32b) the positive emotion arises as a result of the situation described by the dependent clause without mental processing of that situation. The subordinator k w ə is mostly used in conditional and temporal adverbial clauses; it could thus be suggested that (37a) is an example of an adverbial clause. However, in Ossetic there is clear syntactic evidence for the interpretation of these constructions as sentential complements, and not as adverbial clauses. This evidence is given by the type of correlative pronoun found in the matrix clause. Complement clauses take the correlative pronoun wəj 'that/he/she/it', while adverbial clauses take demonstrative adverbs: With the adverb wɜd, the dependent clause is taken to be adverbial, with the result that it becomes difficult for native speakers to interpret (cf. the translation).
Emotive verbs exist that can take both correlative pronouns and adverbs with no apparent difference in meaning:
wɜd / wəm-ɜj tɜrš-gɜ fɜ-kɜn-ən. With these verbs this subordinator can only be used to encode the (non-)desired situation. With χorž 'good' it occurs only marginally, and encodes desire rather than pure evaluation (lit. "It would be good if…").
The subordinator sɜmɜj and k w əd 'in order that'
The subordinator sɜmɜj 'in order that' is used to mark complements with future reference (with respect to the temporal reference of the matrix clause) (40) '(A boy says to his parents:) The teacher said that you should come to school.'
Most CTPs that take this subordinator require future reference in their complement (however, not all of them share this requirement, cf. for example 'love' (41a)). With many CTPs the subordinator sɜmɜj competes with the infinitive. Roughly speaking, the infinitive is only possible in control contexts if the semantic subject of the infinitive is coreferential to the subject/object of the CTP, while the subordinator can be used irrespective of the coreferentiality pattern. However, the subordinator is not acceptable with many verbs that take the infinitive, such as 'try', 'get used to', 'teach', 'promise' (cf. Appendix). The infinitive can encode both events and propositions (with future reference or gnomic meaning), while the subordinator has narrow semantics and can only encode propositions with future reference or gnomic meaning: (41) 'I love it to be beautiful.'
For example, the verb 'love' takes the infinitive in (40a), where the speaker describes his/her emotions felt in the situation of dancing, while in (40b) the situation in the complement is being evaluated as positive. However, with the verb 'love' examples making use of sɜmɜj are attested rather rarely (the subordinators k w ə, k w əd, and ɜmɜ are much more frequent in the corpus).
The verb 'say' takes the subordinator sɜmɜj only in the meaning of 'tell to do smth., order'.
The verbs that can take both the infinitive and the subordinator are 'want', 'must', 'love', 'let', and 'agree'. In the case of waržən 'love' their distribution is based on the semantic opposition of event vs. proposition, as shown above. Meanwhile, with the predicate ražə wɜvən 'agree' their distribution is based on coreferentiality: the infinitive is used if its subject is coreferential with the subject of the CTP, and otherwise the subordinator sɜmɜj is used: (42) 'Father permitted his daughter to stay with her uncle (lit. agreed that his daughter stay).'
The subordinator is unacceptable in the case of coreferentiality (42b).
With the verbs fɜndən 'want', qɜwən 'must' and bar dɜttən 'let' the situation is different: the infinitive can only be used if the subject (or experiencer) of the matrix clause is coreferential with the subject (with 'want' and 'must') / object ('let') of the complement. The subordinator can be used without any restriction on the coreferentiality pattern, cf. (43ab). (43) a.=b. 'The boy wanted very much to play with the girl'. (Vydrin 2011: 297) The distribution of the infinitive and the subordinator with these CTPs is unclear. Vydrin (2011) shows that the choice of the construction with 'want' is not based on the intensity of the desire, knowledge about the realization of the wish, or the truth value of the matrix clause. Based on the use of the subordinator sɜmɜj with other CTPs, I suggest that the subordinator sɜmɜj here may only introduce a proposition, while the infinitive can encode both events and propositions. However, any such differentiation is rather subtle and hard to verify with these verbs.
The subordinator k w əd ('how') 5 in its second meaning 'in order that' marks strict orders, with three CTPs, 'want', 'must' and 'say': (44) 'I require that you come at 10 o'clock.' (An order)
The subordinators described in this section differ from kɜj and k w ə in that they require non-indicative mood in the complement verb. Most often this is the subjunctive (44); however, the counterfactual occurs if the situation in the complement clause contradicts the speaker's actual knowledge (cf. Vydrin 2011 'I wanted you to help me to prepare for my exams. {But you didn't, and I failed them.}'
The conjunction ɜmɜ 'and'
The conjunction ɜmɜ is most often described as a coordinating conjunction with subordinative functions (Abaev 1950: 656; Kulaev 1959: 72-76; Gagkaev 1956: 222) . It coordinates NPs, verbs, and clauses; however, it is also used as a subordination marker, in combination with other subordinators (as ɜmɜ k w əd (47)), with correlative pronouns (48) '(Where is your brother? -He's not here) I think he went to his friend.'
The linear ordering of the clauses and the conjunction ɜmɜ is not the same as with the subordinators (Belyaev 2011; Belyaev 2014) . In complementation, as well as in coordination, ɜmɜ can only occur between the two clauses (and never at the beginning of the whole sentence or preverbally). This is a strict rule and is never violated. The order of clauses is also strictly fixed: unlike all other subordinators in complementation, ɜmɜ requires that the matrix clause be preposed to the complement, as in (47)-(49).
In complementation, the conjunction ɜmɜ is used in the following contexts: 1) It is used to encode propositions with the verbs of speech žɜʁən 'say' and žɜrdɜ ɜvɜrən 'promise', the mental CTPs wərnən 'believe', aftɜ kɜšən 'think', ɜnqɜlən 'think' andɜnqɜl wɜvən 'think', and the emotive CTPs žɜrdɜ darən 'hope', tɜršən 'fear', žɜrdɜmɜ sɜwən 'like' and waržən 'love'.
Without the correlate, these constructions introduce propositions. (49) and (50) 'What do you think, will he pass the exam? Or you think he's going to fail (lit. take a two)?'
With the correlate, the conjunction ɜmɜ introduces topical or previously mentioned propositions, as shown in section 2.3.8.6.
2) The encoding of propositions with the verbs fɜndən 'want', wazən 'let', and žɜʁən 'say' in the meaning 'tell to do smth.'; in this case the complement verb occurs in the subjunctive mood:
I.GEN want-PRS.3SG and you sing-SBJV.2SG
'I want you to sing.'
Unlike k w əd in (45), the conjunction ɜmɜ is more general with these verbs: it can introduce both orders and wishes, while k w əd marks strict orders. 3) Another use is the combination of the conjunction ɜmɜ with the complement subordinators, such as kɜj in (52) 'I require that you come at 10 o'clock.'
This construction is used to focalize the subordinate clause (cf. Belyaev in press). In this function, it occurs not only in complementation, but in all types of subordination.
The subordinator səma 'as if'
The subordinator səma 'as if' is used to encode irrealis propositions. The speaker uses this subordinator if s/he is convinced that the proposition is false for certain or with a high degree of probability. Consider the following pairs: (54) 'I believe he is going to come {with more confidence}.'
In (54a) the speaker is absolutely sure that the situation in the complement is not true. This interpretation does not arise with the subordinator kɜj in (54b): here the speaker is not making any prediction about the truth of the situation in question. The pair in (55a) and (55b) differ with regard to the epistemic value of the complement: there is more certainty in the (55b) example, where kɜj is used, and less certainty in (55a) with səma. 'We are waiting for the guests to come.'
The use of a special construction for the verb 'wait' and its synonyms is widespread in the languages of the world, e.g. the subordinator poka 'until' in Russian, specialized converbs in Qunqi and Xuduc Dargwa (Nakh-Dagestanian; cf. Serdobolskaya 2009).
There is no apparent semantic difference between kɜd and salənmɜ in complementation.
The complement clause of the verb 'wait' can be headed by the verb in the indicative or optative/counterfactual mood. The latter is chosen if the situation has counterfactual meaning: (59) (Abaev 1950: 718-719; Kulaev 1959; Gagkaev 1956: 222-224 and others) . However, as shown in (Belyaev, Serdobolskaya forthc.; cf. also Bagaev 1982) , it is more appropriate to analyze the subordinators and the correlative pronouns separately: the pairs are not fixed (various correlates can be used with one and the same subordinator, as shown in 2.3.2, and the correlate does not even have to be a pronoun: a noun phrase with the demonstrative pronoun / adverb can also serve as a correlate). When two or more subordinate clauses coexist the correlate takes the plural form. Thus, the correlates and subordinators do not form fixed pairs that belong to the lexicon (unlike English if… then… and similar cases).
The correlate must be adjacent to the complement clause. The correlative pronoun wəj (3 rd person singular) takes the case marker required by the argument structure of the CTP, which is nominative/genitive in (64) and superlative in (65). (65 'I'm used to mother's getting up early.'
As exemplified in section 2.1, all subordination types in Ossetic make use of constructions with correlative pronouns/adverbs in the matrix clause and subordinators in the dependent clause. However, the possibility of omitting the pronoun (64) is only attested in complementation and the purpose construction (Belyaev 2011) . Abaev (1950) proposes the following rule for the omission of correlative pronouns in complementation: the pronoun is obligatory if the matrix clause is postposed, and optional if the matrix clause is preposed (Abaev 1950: 719), cf. (64) and (66) 'I know that Zaur is alive.' Hence, there are three possible constructions with respect to the order of the matrix and the complement clause:
This rule is strict and it works for all complement subordinators, with the exception of ɜmɜ: see 2.3.4.
It remains unclear what triggers the omission of correlative pronouns if the matrix clause is preposed, i.e. what semantic difference exists between the variants illustrated in (64). It must be specified that the use of the pronoun does not obey strict grammatical rules, but merely demonstrates strong tendencies.
The subordinators kɜj and səma and the paratactic construction
With the subordinator kɜj the correlative pronoun distinguishes between facts and propositions, e.g. between complement clauses belonging to presupposition and assertion: 'Where is Zaur? -The teacher said that he is ill.'
The verb 'know' in (67) introduces a fact, and the complement takes the correlative pronoun, while in (68), where the truth of the complement is not presupposed, the pronoun does not occur. Paratactic complements that take the correlative pronoun also introduce facts (69). (However, it must be specified that such examples are attested more rarely than those with kɜj.) 'Asya believes that Zaur is alive.'
As stated in 2.3.5, this subordinator is used to introduce non-factive complements: hence the incompatibility with the correlative pronoun 8 . Thus, the claim is sustained that the correlative pronoun is used in cases where the complement clause belongs to the presupposition.
This claim is in line with the word order rule formulated by Abaev, cf. (A)-(C). The dependent clause is often preposed to the matrix if it constitutes the topic of the sentence. In this position it obligatorily takes the correlative pronoun. That means that topical clauses take the correlative pronoun. Topical complement clauses are often encoded in the same way as presupposed complements (see the Adyghe data in Serdobolskaya, this volume).
Like factive clauses, irrealis clauses in topical position take the correlative pronouns:
8 In adverbial clauses, this subordinator can take correlates, e.g. the demonstrative pronoun in equative case: '{Zaur quarreled with his wife!} -I haven't heard that they quarreled, and I don't believe it.'
The context shows that the complement clause in (79) is interpreted as false. Hence it represents an example of an irrealis proposition and not a fact. However, the correlative pronoun is used, because the complement clause is topical.
The same distribution is observed with the paratactic construction, cf. 2.3.7: if the complement clause is postposed to the matrix, the correlative pronoun signals its presupposed (69) or topical status. As for preposed complement clauses, the correlative pronoun is not obligatory in parataxis, unlike in the construction with conjunctions. If the correlate is present with the order "complement + matrix clause", it most often signals that the complement is topical: (80 '{Is Zaur alive?} -I don't not think that Zaur is alive.'
With the remaining subordinators, the factor of presupposition/assertion is not relevant. The semantic opposition of the complements with and without the correlate is based on the opposition of old vs. new or expected vs. unexpected information. This opposition is directly formed by the pragmatic context, and hence, the semantic difference between the sentences with and without the correlate is often subtle and not easy to deduce either by elicitation or with the help of corpus examples. Similar generalizations have been made on the use of the correlate es in German complements, see (Dalmas 2013) : the optionality of this correlate is dealt with in terms of topicality and/or mentionedness of the situation in the complement clause.
As the correlate is obligatory with all subordinators if the complement is preposed, in what follows I only consider examples with postposed complements. (81), where the complement has been introduced earlier in the discourse and accordingly the correlative pronoun is present, and (82), where the speaker gives an opinion that has not been discussed before. 
